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the Senate. That is true now; it was
true in 1987. You can argue that they
didn’t get an opportunity to have indi-
vidual Senators work their will on
them by offering amendments. That is
going to be true now; it was clearly
true in 1987.

The one thing that won’t happen this
year—I hope, at least—is that 13-bill,
10-pound, 1-foot-high mound of legisla-
tion. Clearly, I don’t think it should
happen, and I will make every effort
not to let it happen. That isn’t the
right way to legislate, and we should
not attempt to do that.

The leadership, last year, in a bipar-
tisan way, along with the White House,
ultimately sat down and negotiated the
end game as it related to the budget.
Many of our colleagues were very upset
with that. They had a right to be be-
cause they didn’t have an opportunity
to participate in the process.

The reason I come to the floor this
afternoon to talk briefly about this is
that, clearly, if we can gain the co-
operation necessary and the unanimous
consents that must be agreed to, that
very limited amendments should be ap-
plied to these appropriation bills, then
we can work them through. I am cer-
tainly one who would be willing to
work long hours to allow that to hap-
pen. But to bring one bill to the floor
with 10 or 12 or 13 amendments with 60
percent of them political by nature,
grabbing for a 30-second television spot
in the upcoming election really does
not make much sense this late in the
game. We are just a few days from the
need to bring this Congress to a conclu-
sion, to complete the work of the 106th
Congress and, hopefully, to adjourn
having balanced the budget and having
addressed some of the major and nec-
essary needs of the American people. It
is important that we do that.

I am confident we can do that with
full cooperation and the balance, the
give-and-take that is necessary in a bi-
partisan way to complete the work at
hand.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BUNNING). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the
pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe-
riod for morning business has just ex-
pired.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak out of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

COOPERATION AMONG SENATORS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I was sit-
ting in my office when I heard the very
distinguished Senator from Idaho
speaking on the floor and using my
name. He asked for cooperation, and, of
course, we all want to cooperate. We
want good will and we want coopera-
tion. But one way to get cooperation
from this Senator when his name is
going to be used is to call this Senator

before the Senator who wishes to call
my name goes to the floor and let me
know that I am going to be spoken of.

I have been in the Senate 42 years,
and I have never yet spoken of another
Senator behind his back in any critical
terms—never. I once had a jousting
match with former Senator Weicker.
He called my name on the floor a few
times, and so I went to the floor and
asked the Cloakroom to get in touch
with Senator Weicker and have him
come to the floor. I didn’t want to
speak about him otherwise, without his
being on the floor. Frankly, I don’t ap-
preciate it. I like to be on the floor
where I can defend myself.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BYRD. I am glad to yield.
Mr. CRAIG. First, let me apologize to

you that a phone call was not made. I
meant it with all due respect. I did not
misuse your name nor misquote you.
Certainly, speaking on the floor in the
Senate in an open, public forum is not
speaking behind your back. That I do
not do and I will not do.

Mr. BYRD. Whatever the Senator
wants to call it, in my judgment, it is
not fair.

Mr. CRAIG. OK.
Mr. BYRD. I will never call the Sen-

ator’s name in public without his being
on the floor. I like to go face to face
with anything I have to say about a
Senator, and I would appreciate the
same treatment.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield
again?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. You know how much I

respect you, Senator BYRD.
Mr. BYRD. I hope so.
Mr. CRAIG. In no way do I intend to

speak behind your back. It is an impor-
tant issue that you and I are concerned
about.

I think it was important to dem-
onstrate what the real record of per-
formance here is in the Senate under
both Democrat and Republican leader-
ship—how difficult it is to bring about
the final processes of the appropria-
tions. You and I would probably agree
that maybe we need to look at the
process because it hasn’t worked very
well. We have not been able to com-
plete our work in a timely fashion, and
it does take bipartisan cooperation.

I have been frustrated in the last
couple of weeks by quotes such as the
one on this chart, which would suggest
if the other side does absolutely noth-
ing, somehow we would cave. Last
week appeared—I know you had a dif-
ferent argument, and I agreed with
you—not to debate an appropriations
bill on the floor separate from another.
That is not good for the process, not
good for the legitimacy of getting our
work done. But it did seem to purport
and confirm the quote on this chart.

Again, if I have in some way wronged
you, I apologize openly before the Sen-
ate. But you and I both know that that
which we say on the record is public
domain. But I did not offer you the
courtesy of calling you, and for that I
apologize.

Mr. BYRD. It is for the public do-
main, no question about that. But if
my name is going to be used by any
Senator, I would like to know in ad-
vance so that I may be on the floor to
hear what he says about me so I may
have the opportunity to respond when
whatever is being said is said. That is
the way I treat all other Senators; that
is the only way I know to treat them.

Mr. CRAIG. That is most appro-
priate.

Mr. BYRD. It is the way I will always
treat Senators. I will never speak ill of
the Senator, never criticize the Sen-
ator, unless he is on the floor. I would
like to be treated the same way.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield
one last time?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. I have made statistical

statements. When I prepared this
today, I double-checked them, to make
sure I was accurate, with the Congres-
sional Quarterly Almanac so the
RECORD would be replete. If I am not
accurate, or if I have misspoken in
some of these statements, again, I
stand to be corrected. I was simply
comparing the years of 1986, a Repub-
lican-controlled Senate, and 1987, a
Democrat-controlled Senate, when you
were the majority leader—recognizing
that in both of those years major budg-
et battles ensued and we bundled tre-
mendously in those years individual
appropriations bills—in fact, in a con-
siderably worse way than we are actu-
ally doing this year. I thought that was
a reasonable thing to discuss on the
floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am not
sure that is accurate.

Mr. CRAIG. You can check it.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we

speak of another Senator in the second
person?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senator should ad-
dress the Chair.

Mr. BYRD. And speak to another
Senator in the second person.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And not
refer directly to another Senator.

Mr. BYRD. Exactly. I think that rule
keeps down acerbities and ill will. I
want to retain good will. So when I
refer to the distinguished Senator, I
don’t want to point the finger at him
by saying ‘‘you.’’

Now, Mr. President, I am not sure the
Senator is entirely accurate in every-
thing he has said. I didn’t hear every-
thing he said, but I have the impres-
sion that what he was saying was that
we bundled bills together in times
when I was majority leader, and so on.

I am not sure that is even accurate.
But let me say to the distinguished
Senator that I haven’t complained
about bundling bills together. That is
not my complaint at all. My complaint
is in avoiding debate in the Senate and
sending appropriation bills directly to
conference. That is my problem be-
cause that avoids the open debate in
the Senate, and Senators are deprived
of the opportunity, thereby, to offer
amendments.
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I don’t mind bundling bills together

in conference if they have passed the
Senate. But if they haven’t passed the
Senate, I am very critical of sending
those bills to the conference. I think
the framers contemplated both Houses
acting upon bills—and that is the way
we have done it heretofore until the
last few years; appropriation bills have
passed the Senate; they have been
amended and debated before they went
to conference. That is my complaint.

So I hope the Senator will not feel
that I have been complaining about
bills being joined in conference. I am
not complaining about that.

According to the CRS, all regular ap-
propriation bills were approved by or
on October 1 in 1977—the first year I
became majority leader—in 1989, in
1995, and in 1997. So I have the record
before me that shows that four times
in those years—that is not a great
record, but four times in those years
all of the regular appropriations bills
were approved by or on October 1.

The distinguished Senator, if I under-
stood him correctly, said only twice.
Am I correct that only twice had all
appropriations bills been approved on
or before October 1?

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BYRD. I may have misheard the

Senator. Yes. I yield.
Mr. CRAIG. What I quoted was the

Congressional Almanac—the CQ Alma-
nac—that said since 1977 only twice, in
1994 and in 1998, has the Congress
passed all 13 appropriations bills in
time for the President to sign them
into law before the October 1 deadline.

Mr. BYRD. Therein lies the tale. The
Senator uses the phrase ‘‘in time for
the President to sign them into law.’’

Mr. CRAIG. By October 1.
Mr. BYRD. By October 1. The RECORD

shows that in 4 years, all of the regular
appropriations bills were approved by
or on October 1.

I can remember in 1977, I believe it
was, that all of the appropriations bills
were passed but the last one, which
passed the Senate by just a few seconds
before the hour of midnight at the
close of the fiscal year. Obviously, it
would not have been in time for the
President to have signed the bill by the
next day. But all bills did pass the Sen-
ate even though the last of the appro-
priations bills only made it by a few
seconds or a few minutes. And in 1987,
more than 100 amendments were of-
fered, debated, and disposed of in the
consideration of the continuing resolu-
tion. We took up amendments, we de-
bated them, and disposed of them.

That is what I am complaining
about. I will have more to say about
this in a few days. But I am com-
plaining about the fact that appropria-
tions bills are brought to the Senate
floor, and in many instances Senators
don’t have the opportunity to offer
amendments and have them debated.
They don’t have the opportunity to de-
bate the bills fully.

Secondly, I am complaining about
sending appropriations bills directly to

conference without the Senate’s having
an opportunity to debate those appro-
priations bills and to amend them prior
to their going to conference. That
short-circuits the legislative process.
We represent the people who send us
here. This is the only forum of the
States. I represent a State, the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho represents
a State, and represents it well. But it
doesn’t make any difference about the
size of the State. Each State is equal in
this body—meaning that small, rural
States like West Virginia are equal to
the large States of New York, Cali-
fornia, Texas, and so on.

But when the Senate is deprived of
the opportunity to debate and to
amend by virtue of appropriations bills
being sent directly to conference, this
means the people of my State, the peo-
ple of the small States, the people of
the rural States—the people of every
State, as a matter of fact, represented
in the Senate—are deprived of the op-
portunity to debate and are deprived of
the opportunity to offer amendments
through their Senators.

This is what I am complaining about.
I have tried to avoid personalities. I
could do that. I don’t like to do that. I
am just stating a fact that we are
being deprived, the Senator from Idaho
is being deprived of debating and offer-
ing amendments. His people are being
deprived. That is the important thing—
his constituents are being deprived. I
think we ought to quit that. I think we
ought to stop it.

I hope the distinguished Senator will
stand with me in opposition to what I
call the emasculation of the appropria-
tions process when that is done.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BYRD. Yes. I yield.
Mr. CRAIG. The State of West Vir-

ginia and my State of Idaho are very
similar. Both are small, rural States.
Both the Senator from West Virginia
and I are very proud of the fact that we
have equal power in the Senate. Our
Founding Fathers assured that. That is
what created this marvelous balance.
Both the Senator from West Virginia
and the Senator from Idaho serve on
the Appropriations Committee. Obvi-
ously, the Senator from West Virginia
has tremendous seniority and is former
chairman of that committee. I am still
pretty much a freshman. We appreciate
that debate process. There is no ques-
tion about it.

At the same time, I am one of those
Senators who, before the August re-
cess, turned to my majority leader and
said something he didn’t want to hear.
I said: You know, I am going to start
researching the need for a lame duck
session because we are not going to get
our work done. We have not been al-
lowed to move bills to the floor with-
out 100 amendments or 50 amendments.
The Senator from West Virginia can
certainly characterize those amend-
ments the way he wants. I will charac-
terize them by saying at least 50 per-
cent of them are political. They come
from both sides.

I cannot say that the other side is
any more guilty than we are for mak-
ing a public political statement on an
amendment that never passes. We are
all frustrated by that. But when you
subject a bill to full debate on the floor
without being able to get a unanimous
consent agreement to govern the time,
then we could go on for days and some-
times an entire week on the floor on a
single bill.

Is that necessary?
Mr. BYRD. May I regain the floor for

just a moment?
Mr. CRAIG. It is the Senator’s time.
Mr. BYRD. We have had those experi-

ences. That is not an unheard of experi-
ence.

Mr. CRAIG. That is correct.
Mr. BYRD. That is part of the proc-

ess.
When I was majority leader of the

Senate in 1977, 1978, 1979, and 1980 and,
again, when I was majority leader of
the Senate in 1987 and 1988, not once
did I attempt to say to the leader on
the other side of the aisle that I will
not take this bill up if you are going to
call up amendments, or if you call up 5
or 10 or whatever it is, I will not call it
up; or having called it up, if Senators
on the other side of the aisle persisted
in calling up amendments, I didn’t take
the bill down. That is part of the proc-
ess.

That is where we differ. There are
now Senators in this body who think
that that is the way the Senate has al-
ways been. I would say to Senator
Baker, or to Senator Dole, let’s have
our respective Cloakrooms find out
how many amendments there are. And
the Cloakrooms would call Senators.
They would bring back a list of the
Senators on the Republican side and a
list of the Senators on the Democratic
side who indicated they had amend-
ments. I never said: Well, we ought to
cut them down. I said: Let’s list them.

Sometimes there would be 65 amend-
ments, sometimes 80, or whatever. I
would say: Let’s get unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be limited
to those on the list. I never attempted
to keep Senators from calling up their
amendments, or to insist the leader of
the other side cut down his amend-
ments before we would call up the bill.
We listed the amendments. Then we
sought to get unanimous consent. Usu-
ally we could because we worked well
together. Once we had the finite list of
amendments and got unanimous con-
sent that that would be all of the
amendments, we began to then work
with each individual Senator—Mr. Dole
and Mr. Baker, through their staff on
that side, and myself on my side. Our
staff attempted to get time limitations
on those amendments. Many of the
amendments just went away. Senators
would do as I have done on several oc-
casions: I had my name put on the list
just for a ‘‘germane’’ amendment and
just for self-protection. So that is the
way it is. Many times, amendments fall
off.

I have to say that this new way of
doing things here is not the way the
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Senate has always done it. There are 59
Senators today in this body—I believe I
am correct—there are 59 Senators out
of 100 Senators who never served in the
Senate prior to my giving up the lead-
ership at the end of 1988.

Rules VII and VIII—there are two
rules I just happened to think of that
have never been utilized since I was
majority leader. Never. And there are
other rules that have never been uti-
lized since I was majority leader. Fifty-
nine Senators have come into the Sen-
ate not having seen the Senate operate
as it did when Mr. Mansfield was here,
when Lyndon Johnson was here, and
when I was leader. What they see is a
new way of operating in the Senate.

Many of those Senators—I believe 48
of the Senators—here I am speaking
from memory; I may have missed one
or two—have come over from the other
body. I am one of them. But there are
48, maybe 47 or 52, or thereabouts, of
today’s Senators who have come over
to the Senate from the House. They
have never seen the Senate operate
under its rules, really, unless we call
operating by unanimous consent oper-
ating by the rules—which would be ac-
curate to say, up to a point. But 48
Senators have come over from the
House and many of those Senators
would like to make the Senate another
House of Representatives. The Senate
was not supposed to be an adjunct to
the House.

I have been in the other House. I
have long studied the rules and the
precedents and worked in the leader-
ship in one capacity or another in this
Senate. I served in the Democratic
leadership 22 years here, as whip, as
secretary of the conference, as major-
ity leader, as minority leader, as ma-
jority leader again.

I grieve over what is happening to
the Senate. I say we need to get back
to the old way of doing things because
we are short circuiting the process. In
so doing, we are depriving the people of
the States of the representation that
they are entitled to in this Senate. By
that I mean that the people’s Senators
are not allowed to call up amendments,
they are not allowed to debate at
times. This way of operating would cer-
tainly, I think, bring sadness to the
hearts of the framers because they in-
tended for this Senate to be a check on
the other body. They also intended for
this Senate to be a check against an
overreaching executive. But if Senators
can’t call up bills from the other body
and debate them and amend them, then
the Senate cannot adequately check
the other body against the passions
that may temporarily sweep over the
country. The Senate cannot bring sta-
bility to the body politic and to the
government that the framers intended.

I am happy to yield again.
Mr. CRAIG. If the Senator will yield

for one last question.
Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. I made this comment,

and the Senator made a corresponding
comment that appears to suggest that

my comment is in conflict with his and
they may not be. I want to correct this
for the record.

The Congressional Quarterly Alma-
nac says that only seven appropria-
tions bills had passed the Senate on Oc-
tober 1 of 1987. But we did not provide
for the President an omnibus bill with
13 in it until December 22, 1987.

I am not suggesting by this state-
ment that the Senate didn’t go on to
debate those individual bills on the
floor between October 1 and December
22; I didn’t draw that conclusion.

Mr. BYRD. May I comment?
The Senator is only telling half the

story.
Mr. CRAIG. I am only quoting the

Almanac.
Mr. BYRD. Well, my memory, which

is not infallible, reminds me that the
President of the United States asked
for an omnibus bill that year. He didn’t
want separate bills. Mr. Reagan didn’t
want separate bills that year. He want-
ed an omnibus bill. I hope I am not
mistaken in the year that we are dis-
cussing.

But does the Senator not recall one
year in which Mr. Reagan did not
want—he wanted one bill because we
were entering into some kind of an
agreement amongst us; he wanted one
bill to sign rather than several. So we
accommodated him.

Mr. CRAIG. If the Senator will yield.
Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. I don’t recall what Presi-

dent Reagan did or did not want. I
know what the record shows he got.

I guess the question I ask the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, from October
1 to until December 22, did the Senate
debate and pass out the remainder of
the appropriations bills that had not
been completed by October 1, which
would have been a total of six, I be-
lieve, if the Congressional Quarterly
Almanac is correct, and we only
worked up seven prior to the deadline?

Mr. BYRD. I am looking at the chart,
‘‘Final Status of Appropriation Meas-
ures, First Session, 100th Congress.’’
That would have been 1987. Every bill
was reported. I think I am getting now
to the question that the Senator asked.

Some of the bills were reported but
not taken up, but floor action shows
that the Senate continued to act upon
appropriations bills: Treasury-Postal
Service was acted upon on the floor
September 25; Transportation, October
29; military construction, October 27;
legislative, September 30; Labor-HHS-
Education, October 14; Interior, Sep-
tember 30; energy and water, November
18; Commerce-Justice, October 15.

So they were all acted on. And, yes,
the answer is, the Senate continued to
act upon those bills even through the
latter months of the year.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. Those records comport

with what I have said. I wanted to
make sure I was not inaccurate. My
concern is that we will have not com-
pleted our work on the floor by the

deadline unless we can gain the kind of
cooperative effort to move these pieces
of legislation.

And by your observation, I was accu-
rate in the sense that five were debated
and passed or voted on after the Octo-
ber deadline of 1987.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, let me re-
spond to that. The Senator] speaks of
cooperation from the other side. I note
that 1, 2, 3, 5, 6—9 of these appropria-
tions bills—10, 11—11 of them were re-
ported from the Senate Appropriations
Committee this year no later than July
21, reported and placed on the cal-
endar—11 of them.

Why weren’t they called up in the
Senate? The Appropriations Com-
mittee, on which the distinguished
Senator from Idaho and I sit, the Ap-
propriations Committee, under the ex-
cellent leadership of Senator TED STE-
VENS, reported those bills out; 11 of
them, I believe—no later than—what
date was that? No later than the 21st of
July. Why weren’t they called up? We
had plenty of time. Why weren’t they
called up?

May I say, in addition to that, the
Senate certainly had the time to act on
those bills. We were out of session on
too many Fridays. We come in here on
Monday, many Mondays, and we do not
cast a vote, or we cast a vote at 5
o’clock, or we go out on Fridays, we
don’t have any session at all, or we go
out by noon with perhaps one vote hav-
ing been taken.

The Senator and I could talk until we
are each blue in the face, but it seems
to me that someone needs to explain in
a reasonable way as to why we don’t
act on Mondays and Fridays, act as we
ought to as a legislative body—be in
session. We are getting paid for the
work. Why don’t we act on these appro-
priations bills?

When I was majority leader, I stood
before my caucus in 207. I can remem-
ber saying it: ‘‘We are not here to im-
prove the quality of life for us Sen-
ators. Our constituents send us here to
improve the quality of life for our con-
stituents. I am interested in the qual-
ity of work.’’

My own colleagues were doing some
complaining. I said: We are going to be
here, we are going to vote early on
Mondays, and we are going to vote late
on Fridays. You elected me leader. As
long as you leave me in as leader, I am
going to lead.

Now, I said, we will take 1 week off
every 4 weeks, and we can go home and
talk to our constituents, see about
their needs. So we will have 1 week off
and 3 weeks in, but the 3 weeks that we
are in, we are going to work early and
we are going to work late. And we did
that in the 100th Congress.

If one looks over the records of the
100th Congress, one will find that Con-
gress was one of the best Congresses,
certainly, that I have seen in my time
here in Washington. The productivity
was good, we worked hard, there was
good cooperation between Republicans
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and Democrats. We all worked, and ap-
propriations bills didn’t suffer. Appro-
priations bills were never sent to con-
ference without prior action by this
body. Every Senator in this body on
both sides of the aisle was allowed to
call up his amendment, to offer amend-
ments, as many as he wanted to. No-
body was shut off. We just simply took
the time. We stayed here and did the
work.

Nobody can say to me, well, we don’t
have the time to do these bills. Mr.
President, we have squandered the
time. We have squandered the time al-
ready. I used to have bed check votes
on Monday mornings at 10 o’clock, bed
check votes so that the Senators would
be here at 10 o’clock. It didn’t go over
well with some of the Senators, even
on my side. But one leads or he doesn’t
lead. When one leads, he sometimes
runs into opposition from his own side
of the aisle. I was not unused to that.
But nobody can stand here and tell me
that we have fully utilized our time
and that we have to avoid bringing
bills up in the Senate because Senators
will offer amendments to them. I am
ready to debate that anytime.

I thank the distinguished Senator. I
will yield again if he wishes.

Mr. CRAIG. I have one last question
because you have got your ledger
there, which is very valuable, making
sure that statements are accurate, be-
cause I focused on 1987, the year of
your majority leadership.

We talked about the bills. I think we
confirmed one thing. The Congres-
sional Quarterly Almanac also goes on
to say that foreign ops, Agriculture,
and Defense were never voted on on the
floor and never debated, that they were
incorporated in the omnibus bill. So, in
fact, the practice you and I are frus-
trated by was incorporated that year
into that large 13-bill omnibus process;
is that accurate?

Mr. BYRD. This is accurate. During
Senate consideration of the continuing
resolution for fiscal year 1987, which
contained full year funding for all 13
appropriations bills, more than 100
amendments were offered, debated, and
disposed of.

Mr. CRAIG. But my question is: The
individual foreign ops, Agriculture, and
Defense bills were in fact not individ-
ually debated on the floor and amend-
ed?

Mr. BYRD. They were in the CR and
therefore subject to amendment.

Mr. CRAIG. I see. But not individ-
ually brought to the floor? I under-
stand what you are saying. I am not
disputing what you are saying about
incorporating them into a CR.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator—my distin-
guished friend from Idaho—misses the
point. There may be CRs this year.
There have been CRs before.

Mr. CRAIG. Yes.
Mr. BYRD. I have never denied that.

The point is that the CRs were called
up on the floor, they were debated, and
they were amended freely. That is what
I am talking about. The Senate had the

opportunity to work its will even if
those bills, two or three, were included
in the CR. That is the point. The Sen-
ate was able to work its will on the CR
and to offer amendments and debate
and have votes.

Mr. CRAIG. No, that is not the point.
If the Senator will yield, we are not

in disagreement. We are not yet to the
CR point. If we get there, I have not
yet heard any leader on either side sug-
gest that we not amend it. We hope
they could be clean. We hope they
could go to the President clean, with-
out amendments.

But if we are going to incorporate in
them entire appropriations bills that
have not yet been debated—and that
was my point here with bringing that
up; they were in CRs but they were not
brought to the floor individually and
debated. There was an opportunity—
you are not suggesting, you are say-
ing—and it is true—that there was an
opportunity at some point in the proc-
ess for them to be amended.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. Yes. We are not in dis-

agreement.
Mr. BYRD. Except this: The Senator

says we hope they can go to the Presi-
dent clean. I don’t hope that.

Mr. CRAIG. Oh.
Mr. BYRD. No, indeed. Never have I

hoped that. I would like to have seen a
time when Senators didn’t want to call
up amendments. Maybe I could have
gone home earlier. But I have never
thought that was a possibility. And I
wouldn’t hope they would go to the
President clean because I think Sen-
ators ought to have the opportunity to
clean up the bills, to improve them.
Surely they are not perfect when they
come over from the other body, and
Senators ought to be at liberty to call
up amendments and improve that legis-
lation. That is the legislative process.
Let’s improve it.

I thank my colleague.
Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Senator for

yielding. You see, we do agree on some
things but we also disagree on others.
There we have a point of disagreement.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator ought not
disagree with me on saying that Sen-
ators ought to have an opportunity to
call up amendments and that we don’t
necessarily wish to see clean bills sent
to the President. I didn’t want to see a
clean trade bill sent to the President.

Mr. CRAIG. If the Senator will yield
just one last time?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. If we are attempting to

complete our work on a bill-by-bill
basis and we extend our time to do that
with a clean CR, simply extending the
processes of Government and the fi-
nancing of Government for another
week or two while we debate individual
bills—that is what I am suggesting.

If we are going to incorporate other
bills, appropriations bills, in the CR, I
am not objecting to amendments. I am
saying that if we are going to deal with
them individually on the floor, as you
and I would wish we could and should,

then the CR that extends us the time
to do so, in my opinion, should be clean
in going to the President so he will not
argue or attempt to veto something be-
cause we would stick an amendment on
it with which he might disagree.

Mr. BYRD. I think we are ships going
past one another in the dark, the Sen-
ator and I, on this. I am for having full
debate, having Senators offer their
amendments. Whether or not bills sent
to the President are clean, to me, I
think, is not a matter of great import.
I think the framers contemplated that
each House, the House in the beginning
on revenue bills and then the Senate on
revenue bills by amendment and the
House and Senate on other bills, some-
times one House would go first, some-
times the other House would go first
except on revenue bills, by practice,
appropriations bills.

To me, in the legislative process, the
people are getting their just rights, the
people are getting what they are enti-
tled to, and the Republic will flourish
and the liberties of the people will en-
dure if Senators have an opportunity
to debate fully—disagree, agree, offer
amendments, have them tabled, have
them voted up or down. This Republic
will be in a much safer position and in
a much better condition if the Senate
is allowed to be what the Senate was
intended to be by the framers.

I hope the Senator will join with me
in protecting this Senate and in doing
so will protect the liberties of the peo-
ple. Protect the Senate. Forget about
party once in a while. George Wash-
ington warned us against factions and
about parties. I have never been such a
great party man myself, and the Sen-
ator will not find me criticizing the
‘‘other side’’ very often, or the ‘‘Repub-
licans’’ very often. I can do that and
have been known to do it, but there are
other things more important, and the
Senate is one of the other things that
is more important. We are talking
about the Senate. We are talking about
the cornerstone of the Republic. As
long as we have freedom to debate in
the Senate and freedom to amend, the
people’s liberties will be secured. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

Mr. BYRD. I yield the floor.
f

NATIONAL ENERGY SECURITY
ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED—Re-
sumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now pending is the motion to
proceed to S. 2557.

The Senator from North Dakota.
f

SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was
listening to the discussion among my
colleagues, Senator CRAIG, Senator
BYRD, and Senator DASCHLE was here
earlier. I thought it would be useful to
discuss the concept that has been dis-
cussed. In the end, it does not matter
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